
CITY OF LODl COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

L 

Ron Williamson 
Parks and Recreation Director 

AGENDA TITLE: 

MEETING DATE: January 19. 1994 

Parks. Recreation and Open Space Master Plan 

THOMAS A PETERSON ' W V C I t F d  DaDUf 

PREPARED BY: Parks and Reccation Director 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: That the City Council review the final points of the Master Plan and approve the 
direction of the plan and support for eventual implementation. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: We have been dealing with the Parks. Recreation and Open Space Master Plan for 
approximately a year and a half. This hasn't been by staff or commission's choice. but 
generally due to timing and items of concern in the plan. You will recall a committee 
was appointed by Mayor Pinkerton to help with diredion of the plan, as well as to 

conduct and be a part of public meetings. A meeting was held on the easlside at the Parks and Recreation Annex and on the 
westside at the Lodi High School cafeteria. A phone survey was conducted. s k  to eight committee meetings were held (open 
to the public, acknowledged in the Lodi News  Sentinel and Stockton Record. and posted). The Parks and Recreation 
Commission then held a shirtsleeve session and a final public hearing to address the plan and prepare it for Council action. 
The City Council held a shirtsleeve session and a public hearing. Issues were brought to light, and now there are basically 
three that remain: 

1. 
2. 
3. 

Trailhicycle paths in and around Lodi. 
The indoor facilrty money for a community center.' 
Woodbridge area park (Exhibit A). 

As to the communrty center issue. please see Exhibit B as a representation of what we view as a local community center. 
this includes the Renton. Washington Center as an example. 

Another meeting was held. at the request of the City Council. October 5. 1993 by the Parks and Recreation Commission. which 
addressed Consultant Jerry Dragoo's concerns (Exhibit C). The commission communication (Exhibit D). and the minutes of 
that meeting (Exhibit E) are also attached for your information. 

I forwarded a copy of the most current update of the Parks, Recreation and Open Space Master Plan to ail the members of 
the City Council. I hope you have been 2ble to review this and will bring it to the council meeting on  January 19. 

it is my hope. as well as the Parks and Recreation Commission's. that we can finish the review of the plan and call it complete. 
enabling us to move toward implementation. Your support and interest, in our efforts to provide opportunities. enrichment. 
erwironmental qualities. and space for people to breath. Participate. and enjoy themselves in a very challenging and complex 
world. as always. is appreciafed. 

FUNDING: At this time it is development impad fees. and I'm sure later we will need general fund dollars as well as 
grant monies to fulfill the master plan. 

Respectfully submitted on behalf of the Parks and I 



EXHIBIT A 

**A 

J C  DRAGGOO 6 ASSOCIATES 

UR8AN PLANNINQ & M S I G N  

PARKlRECREATlON PLANNING 

MEMO . L 

TO: Li City Council 

FROM: Jerry Draggoo 

SUBJECT: Updated Park and Recreation Plan 

DATE: November 16,1993 

Enclosed is an u a t 4  co of the park 8126 recreation plan. I have incorporated all of 
the changes you K d B y  ave ma e to date. There are still several issues yet to be resolved. 

1. At the last meeting, the Council seemed inclined to allocate a certain amount of 
the park impact fees to Hutchins Street Square. While I don't agree with this idea 
because this project is not strictly recreation related, you, nonetbefess, can make 
that decision. In a memo dated Au t 31,1993, from Rich Prima, he concluded 
that u to $2,100,000 of the s4,329,& reserved for community center buildings 

potential methodologies to determine how the community center money could be 
allocated, Rich's approach is a reasonable one. 

However, takin out the $2.1 million that would be allocated to Hutchins Street 

plan, we have listed all of the project cost including those to be paid by park 
impact fees. In order to keep the mount devoted to impact fees at the same 
level as what was developed in the Nolte/McDonald report ($18.3 million), we 
have had to remove some projects. According to Table 34, projects that are 
eligible for impact fees but not listed are: 

could g e allocated to Hutchins Street Square. While there are a number of 

Square leaves t f e park development fund short. On Table 34, page IX-6 of the 

o 
o park maintenance shop 
o indoor recreation center 
o outdoor swimming 
o a portion of Pixley ark 

minor park improvements to most new parks 

PO' 

Regarding this issue, I believe your choices are: 



Page 2 
November 16.1993 
Memo 

1. 

2. 

Change the amount of money reserved for Hutchins Street Square. 

Change the listing of projects eligible for impact fees listed in Table 
34. . rr -r’ .*-y+ A-. .. 

2. Trails Plan: My recommendation is that you remove the trails element and 
conduct a separate trails plan at a later time. I understand the County is currently 
developing a trails plan at the present time. You might be able to piggyback 
onto that study. 

I have removed the trails eIement from the plan Lid suggested you develop a 
separate study (page Vm-25). If you agree with this idea, we c a ~ l  lean tbe report 
as it is. 

3. 

- 
Woodbridge Park: There appeared to be a concern on the part of the City 
Council about developin a large community ark up in the northwest comet of 
the Lodi planning area b e  there is a nee B for such a park of lhis 
area, locating a site will be difficult. The most feasible location w o d z  &% 
the planning area and to the west of the irrigation canal. 

Because of my concern for cutting cost on projects eligible for park impact fees, I 
down aded Woodbridge Park from a 20 acre community park to a 7 acre 
neighErhood park To make up space lost for sport faalities, I moved the youth 
baseball fields from this proposed park to DeBenedetti Park and the adult 
softball fields to Pixley .‘ark. 

Do you agree with this change? 
.- 

I believe the above represents the loose ends unless you have new issues. I am 
prepared to meet with you when you can work me into your agenda. 



EXHIBIT B 
-3 - 

The survey and workshop meetings revealed considerable interest for an indoor 
recreation center. The needs assessment indicated a specific need for a gymnasium and 

facilities and access to school 

basketball, volleyball and other recreation classes. 

laces for the city to conduct recreation classes. Currently the City has no indoor 
and classrooms is very restricted. The City now 

leases a portion of the Grape v esttval and a small building next to their department for 

Design Requirements for a Successful Indoor Recreation Facility 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

A recreatbn center shoukl be Somewtrat centralked in the community and be v ~ c y  vlsfble 
to the passing public. 

The facility should provide a wide range of facitities and activiiies of interest to all age 

Spaces ShouM be provided for competitive and active sports, passive activities. 
r e c e p t h  and general ‘&ure. 

Mul?l-use spaces should be favored over single purpuse spaces. RexibilRy k very 
impoflant. 

The buJding should be attractbe with a comfortable environment suitabfe for both actfve 
and leisure act! les .  Acthe recreation spaces should be dearly separated from passbe 
spaces. 

11 lease space is developed as part d :he facility. it should be conskkred as temporary 
and a place for hllure expansion. 

Acrivities and spaces that generate revenue is very important. This will hdp to offset the 
operatingcost 

An analysis of facility needs and requirements to generate ade uate revenue revealed 
that in order for a center to be reasonably financially successh?, the  center would 
compete with Hutchins Street Square. 

Two alternative locations for a recreation center were studied. The first was t o  locate 
the pro osed facility at Hutchins Street Square. From an operational and financial 
oint o P view, this option h a s  many positive features. At the same time, a master plan 

for exclusive senior and cultural arts activities has been developed for this site and is 
being implemented. Placing a recreation center in this location would require 
modification to the master Ian. With this in mind, i t  is recommended that Hutchins 
Street Square not be consi B ered as the site for the proposed indoor recreation center. 

The second location was at Seedham School. For this site, a joint use agreement with 
the Mi Unified School District would be required. Because of the  anticipated high 

VIIf - 29 



cost to remodel the existing bui!dings, it is recommended that the portion of tbe 
building now used for adrmnistrative purposes be removed to make way for a new 
recreation structure. The existin classroom section would remain and bt either used 

could be utilized is shown r(e!ow. 
by the Scbool District of b the 8 ity for recreation purposes, A sketch of how this site 
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EXHIBIT C 

J C DRAGGOO & ASSOCIATES 

URBAN PLANNING 6 DESIGN 

PARK/ AECAEATION PLANNING 

1 7 3 0  SW. SKYLINE 8LVD. 

POFITLANO. OREGON 97129 

1 SO31 297 - 1005 

September 3.1993 

City of Lodi 
De artment of Parks and Recreation 
1 29 N. Stockton St. 
Mi, California 95240 

Attn: Ron Williamson 

Dear Ron, 

I left the meeting with the City council more confused than ever. Frankly, I didn’t get 
any direction from them and am afraid that if we attempted to hold a public hearing 
with them, it would get continued again. 

I believe we have the following unresolved issues: 

1. The trails system: Franki at this point, my recommendation is that we take 

should be developed. 
the trails element out oft i e plan and just state that a specific trails plan 

2. Indoor recreation center 

o where to put it 
o the amount of i... act fees to be divided between Hutchins 

Street Square an “d the Parks Department 

3. Swimming pool: We need clarification about the type. I have been told that 
it is to be an outdoor 

The north side of Mokelumne River: Do we should i t  as open space on the 
facility plan? 

1 but the Council minutes state that they did not 
deternine ihe cjpe. \ r O  e need clarificatiou. 

4. 

5, Proposed Woodbridge Community Park: What type of park will this be? If 
it’s a neighborhood park, we then need to distribute the fields and acres 
among the other parks. 

6. Proposed Village Street Park: Does it stay in? 

7. The CIP: Exactly how are we to show this table? 

8. Population forecast: Does the City agree with my forecast? 
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September 3, 1993 

At this point, I believe we are two meetings away from adoption. My recommendation 
is that we ask the Parks Board for recommendations on the above issues and then go 
back to the Council. 

Would you talk to Tom and Ebb to see how we should proceed. Two of the issues - the 
Trails Plan and converting Woodbridge Park to a neighborhood facility could involve 
considerable time in malung the changes. 

The last item is our fees. While it is a little subjective, I feel that we have gone the 
normal distance in the development of the plan. I would like to be compensated €or 
anv major additions or corrections that occur. While I am not-zoing to make a big issue 
out of this, 1 really would like a little help. 1 can be more precise on the cost once I 
know how we are going to proceed. 

Ron, I am afraid we have lost the momentum of the plan and would to keep the process 
moving. With that in mind, I would to meet again as soon as we can, 

Would you let me know how you want to proceed. 1 need to make some changes to the 
cost estimates but have been holding off until we decide what to do about Woodbridge 
Park and the recreation center. 

JCD/gd 

ince rely, b?Q$ 
cc: City Manager 

Mayor 
Parks & R e c  Commission Members 
Task Force Committee Members 
Richard Prima 
David Motimoto 



EXHIBIT D 
"1 
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PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION COMMUNICATION 

TO: 

FROM: The Director's Office 

SUBJECT: 

The Lodi Parks & Recreation Commission DATE OF MEETING: 10/5/93 

Parks and Recreation Open Space Master Plan, Revisited 

TYPE ACTION NEEDED: Review and recommendation of Commission. 
A 1  

PREPARED BY: Ron Williamson. Parks and Recreation Director 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
and make suggestions as to where we should go with each. 

Readdress issues of the plan as presented in Mr. Dragoo's correspondence 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: For over a year we have been putting together a Parks and 
Recreation Open Space Master Plan. Recently at a shirtsIeeve session of the City Council, various issues were 
discussed and suggestions where made by the Council as to their thoughts on direction. They would like the 
Conirnission to readdress their position and direct them again on the attached items. 

You may agree. disagree. 
considerat ion. 

establish new direction. Please see the attached items for discussion and 

FUNDING CONSIDERATION OR IMPACT: 
in the plan will alter costs. either higher or lower. 
const NC t ion. 

Provided by Development Impact Fees. Yes, some changes 
Impact fees will cover about $18,000.000 in new 

RW/sh 

Attachment 



7 
MINUTES, PARKS AND h- ,'REATION COMMISSION 
OCTOBER I, 1993 * 

EXHIBIT E 

Noes - None 
Motion carried 5 - 0. 

IV. Correswndence 
A. Letter from Mayor resardinq City of Lodi Policies on Employment Issues 

8. Westqate Park - Westside Fire Station 
No discussion on above, both self-explanatory. 

c. Letter from Robert Sternfels to SuDeFvisor Barber 
It was requested that Director Wtlfiarnson contact Mr. Sternfels and ask 
him to give a presentation to the Commission in layman's terms regarding 
the ordinance discussed in the letter. 

V. Action Items 
A. Request to Name Point at Lodi Lake Park. "Chuck Parsons Point" 

Director Williamson explained that Mr. Tony Segale had made this 
request at last month's meeting. Commissioner Wall asked where the 
funds for the sign would come from and how much it was anticipated to 
cost. Director Williamson described several options ranging in price from 
$50 up and possibilities of funding from memorials, contributions, or by 
the City. 

Speaking on the subject was - 
Tony Segale - 215 Palomar. Lodi - Mr. Segale stated that no memorial 
was in place, but he would speak to the family about their feelings on the 
subject and return to the next meeting with same. He also would bring 
some design and price ideas. 

On a motion by Commissioner Melby and a second by Commissioner 
Casalegno the idea was approved and decided to go further with report 
from Mr. Segale on details at next meeting. 

Ayes - Commissioners Melby, Casalegno, Wall, Johnson, Meyer 
Voes - None 
Motion Carried 5 - 0 

8. - Parks and Recreation Open Space Master Plan 
Director Williamson explained that the eight questions raised in Mr. Jerry 
Oragoo's letter of September 3, 1993 needed to be addressed and 
recommendations made. 

1. The trails system - Jack Ronsko, Public Works Director was in 
attendance and shared with the Commission the county-wide bike 



MINUTES. PARKS AND 7 E A T K ) N  COMMISStON 
OCTOBER I, 1993 

trail, proposing the City work with the same. 

On a motion by Commissioner Wall and second by Commissioner 
Johnson, it was recommended to revise the text of the Plan to 
recommend that a specific trails plan be done to comply with citizen 
suwey and countykw plan. 

Ayes - Commissioners Melby, Wall, Meyer, Casalegno, Johnson 
Noes - None 
Motion carried 5 - 0 

2. Indoor recreation center. 

On a motion by Commissioner Johnson and second by Commissioner 
Wall it was recommended the feasibility study go forward and ask City 
Council to let fhe Commission know what Parks and Recreation's share 
of the impact fees will be before it can make any concrete 
recommendations. 

Ayes - Commissioners Melby, Wall, Meyer, Casalegno, Johnson 
Noes - None 
Motion Carried 5 - 0 

3. 
It was agreed that an outdoor pool located on the west side was the 
intention. 

I 

Swimming Pool, indoor or outdoor? 

4. North side of Mokelumne River - should we use it as open space 
on the facility plan? 

It was agreed to continue to consider it as open spacelgreen belt area. 

5. Proposed Woodbridge Community Park 

On a motion by Commissioner Melby and a second by commissioner 
Johnson it was recommended that this park remain in the Plan. 

Ayes - Commissioners Melby, Wall, Meyer, Casategno, Johnson 
Noes - None 
Motion Carried 5 - 0 

-4- 



MINUTES, PARKS A N 0  Rt %TION COMMISSION 
OCTOBER 5, t993 - 

6. Proposed Witage Street Park, does it stay in? 

On a motion by Commissioner Wall and a second by Commissio 
Johnson it was recornmended this park remain in the Plan. 

e 

Ayes - Commissioners Melby, Wall, Meyer, Casalegno, Johnson 
Noes - None 
Motion Carried 5 - 0 

7. The CIP - How are we to show this table? 

Director Williamson will further discuss the CIP with Richard Prima, Public 
Works Department, and report same back to the Commission. 

j 8. Population forecast 

On a motion by Commissioner Johnson and a second by Commissioner 
Wall it was recommended to go with the estimate to the year 2007, 
provided by the Mr. Dfagoo of 102,850 . 

Ayes - Commissioners Melby, Wall, Meyer, Casalegno, Johnson 
Noes - None 
Motion Carried 5 - 0 

Note: At this point, Chainnan Johnson announced he would rearrange the 
Agenda to altow Mr. Ronsko to speak on Regular Agenda, Item 0. 

VI. Requtar Aclenda - Other Reports or Updates 
0. Information - Golf Course, RV Center and Wetlands Grant Proposal 

Public Works Director, Jack Ronsko gave an overview of the plan, 
although he expressed concerns over funding of a feasibility study, he felt 
the concept is basical!y good and if the commission feels it is feasible, 
then turn it over to the City Council’s discretion. 

On a motion by Commissioner Wall and a second by Commissioner 
Johnson, it was recommended to request a feasibility study for a golf 
course only. 

Ayes - Commissioners Wall, Johnson 
Noes - Commissioners Melby, Meyer, Casalegno 
Motion defeated 2 -3 

fi.f.”L) 

On a motion by Commissioner Casalegno and a second by Commissioner 
Johnsori, it was recommended to request a feasibility study for a golf 
course, RV center, and wetlands area. 

PRCOMM’MINU TES X T  - 5- 



A RESOLUTION OP TLIE LODI CITY COUNCIL 
ADOPTING BY REFERENCE AS XIP FULLY SET FORTH HERE= 
THE PARICS, RECREATION MID OPK# SPACE MASTER PLAbl 

WHEREAS, a number of public hearings and meetings were held on 
the issue of the City's Park6, Recreation and Open Space Master Plan as 
required by law; and 

NOW, THEREBORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the L o d i  City Council that the 
Parks, Recreation and open Space Master Plan, as amended (copies of 
which are on f i l e  in the off ice  of the City C l e r k ) ,  SAVE AND EXCEPT 
Article 5, Section VIII, page 29 (Indoor Recreation Center) are hereby 
adnp t ed : 

Aye8 : Council Members - Davenport, Mann, Pennino, Snider, 
and Sieglock (Mayor) 

N o e s  : Council Members - None 

Absent: CoLncil Members - None 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Lodi City Council that Article 5 .  
Section VIII, page 29 (Indoor Recreation Center), incorporated in the 
above-referenced Parks, Recreation & open Space Master Plan, is hereby 
adopted : 

Ay08:  Council Members - Davenport, Mann, Pennino, and 
Sieglock (Mayor) 

Noes : Council MembeA3 - None 

Absent: Council Members - None 

Abstain: Council Members - Snider 

Dated: January 19, 1994 

-1- 



I hereby certify that Resolution No. 94-10 w a s  passed and adopted 
by the Lodi City Council in a regular meeting held Sanuary 19, 1994 by 
the vote set forth above. 

94-10 

- 2 -  


